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should not be to make America like
the rest of the world. Our goal should
be to stand out from the rest of the
world as an example of freedom and
justice and opportunity and progress,
an example that the rest of the world
would want to follow.

The last thing, like in the patent
law, what do they want to do to the
patent law? They wanted to take the
high American standards that protect
the average person out there when he
invents something and lower that
standard to the world standard. That is
what they wanted to do.

They wanted to make lower the
American standard so that our people,
our people then will see their rights di-
minished in order to harmonize the
rights of all mankind. That is baloney.
It is baloney. We should not be lower-
ing our standards. We should be proud
of our standards and proud of what we
have accomplished as Americans.

We should not be signing treaties and
trade agreements that let a country, a
Communist country in particular, a
dictatorship in particular like China,
have an unfair trade advantage which
yields them $50 billion every year be-
cause they flood their goods into our
market at a lower tariff and our goods
come in at a very high tariff. Who is
watching out for our people?

It was the commitment to freedom of
the American people that saved this
planet throughout this century. If peo-
ple want to talk about globalism, let
them start talking about globalism and
realize that the foundation of global-
ism has to be a strong United States of
America and a citizenry of our country
that is proud of liberty and justice and
American traditions and will fight for
the right when necessary; not an Amer-
ica, instead, where the American peo-
ple are stooped and made to believe
that our government is secondary to
some other world body.

World War I, World War II, and the
Cold War, if it was not for the Ameri-
cans who stepped forward during these
challenges to mankind, our planet, as I
say, would be dominated by tyrants
and despots and petty little gangsters.

The Cold War and what permitted us
to win those wars, yes, it was the cour-
age of our people, the faith that we
had, our determination, our belief in
freedom, and it was also won, espe-
cially the Cold War, was won by Amer-
ican technology and, yes, by the Amer-
ican aerospace worker.

We did not take the Communists on
man for man. No one ever dreamed of
taking the Communists on man for
man. We would have lost hands down.
We would have been unnerved. But we
were technologically superior, not only
in the weapons area, but in the produc-
tion of wealth.

I will never forget when I visited the
Soviet Union in 1986. I worked for Ron-
ald Reagan in the White House. It was
the first thaw during the time when
Gorbachev took power in Russia.
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And I went there and I could not fig-

ure out what I wanted to bring, but I

decided that I would bring a jar of pea-
nut butter because I found out that
they do not manufacture peanut butter
in the Soviet Union. Imagine that. We
were afraid of a country that could not
even make peanut butter.

At the right moment, there were a
group of young people there, and I took
the jar out and I asked them if they
would like to have a taste of America;
see what America really tastes like. A
couple of them stuck their fingers in.
Now think about it; they had never
tasted peanut butter before. And they
said, oh, peanut butter. America is
wonderful. Wonderful.

Then one came up to me after they
huddled and they said, what are those
marks on the side of the peanut butter
jar? I said, well, that is the bar code.
That is where the computer at the food
store gives the customer a bill that is
itemized, the price of the products on
the customer’s bill, and then notifies
the inventory that an item has been
sold. They huddled back up and talked
about it, and then the Russian kid
came up and said to me, that is why we
do not trust Americans. They are al-
ways lying. Computers at a food store?
Who are you kidding?

Well, at the Russian food stores they
were using abacuses. They probably
still are. And all the computers were
used by the military. All of their com-
puters were left for the military use,
and that society was going down be-
cause they could not produce the
wealth that was necessary to sustain
after modern technological society. We
won the Cold War when those people
realized they were going to be left in
the dust.

Now, the aerospace workers that
gave us the edge in weaponry and built
the weapon systems that deterred war,
well, those people who are still in the
aerospace business making rockets to
send things into orbit are part of a
very honorable profession. They are
not building rockets to drop nuclear
weapons; they are building rockets to
send things into space. And for our
companies just to try to bypass them
and to go over and use some sort of
slave labor in China is again a betrayal
of those aerospace workers who saved
us during the Cold War. These people
build the best product. They do not de-
serve to be taxed and have our tech-
nology given to their adversary.

That is exactly what is going on
here. This has been a betrayal, how-
ever, that does more than put aero-
space workers’ jobs in jeopardy; it puts
us all in harm’s way. And as I say, this
is the same President who, perhaps,
has thwarted, and we are going to find
out if he did or not, this investigation
into giving away of America’s tech-
nology. This is the same President that
has been thwarting our efforts to build
a weapon shield.

Well, what we gave China—what we
gave? What those people. Not ‘‘we’’
anymore. If they gave this away and
put us in jeopardy, no American should
call them ‘‘we’’ anymore, because they

put themselves outside this family of
people who believe in freedom and de-
mocracy if they have done something
like that. We will move to protect our-
selves. We will build a nuclear shield,
because we can never take back this
technology that we gave to technology.

Technology and freedom are two of
our mainstays, and with technology
and freedom we will live the dream of
our Founding Fathers. We will con-
tinue to be the world’s greatest democ-
racy. We will continue to live in pros-
perity, and we will continue to live se-
cure in our homes and families from
the threats of foreign tyrants.

Now, let me summarize, as I come to
a close tonight, and this is coming to
the close of my hour, so I will discuss
just what have we discussed tonight.

It appears that at least one American
company, perhaps more, have trans-
ferred technology to the Communist
Chinese that now permits them to hit
the United States with nuclear weap-
ons. President Clinton may have under-
cut an investigation or a prosecution
into this betrayal.

The word is getting out, but the
American people need to know the
facts about this and we need to know
the facts about this before the Presi-
dent’s upcoming visit to China. The
President should not stand in
Tiananmen Square and make a joke of
human rights by mentioning it at the
same time that he completely ignores
the massive violations of that regime
and pushes for more and more trade
and more giveaways to the Communist
Chinese.

We must put the President on notice
that, in his relationship with China,
first and foremost he must be consist-
ent with our American ideals of free-
dom and democracy and human rights.
And even beyond that, he must make
sure that he is watching out for the
safety of our people, for the safety of
the people of the United States of
America.

I know all of what I have said is
unnerving, and I can guarantee that
there are people in this town who are
committed to setting this situation
right. I believe and am assured, and
others can be assured as well, that the
patriots who love this country will pre-
vail.
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OMISSION FROM THE
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD

A portion of the following was omit-
ted from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of
Tuesday, May 5, 1998 at page H2802 dur-
ing the special order of the gentlemen
from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK).

f

FREEDOM OF RELIGION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. ISTOOK) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to speak to the
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House and other citizens about a major
issue which we will have on the floor of
this body in 1 month.

Mr. Speaker, we have a great rev-
erence and respect in the United States
of America, and properly so, for the
Constitution that was assembled and
ratified by the States some 200 years
ago, and the very first liberty that was
put in the Bill of Rights, added to the
original Constitution, is religious free-
dom.

The first amendment begins, Con-
gress shall make no law respecting an
establishment of religion or prohibit-
ing the free exercise thereof, and with
those plain simple words the Founding
Fathers intended to establish two basic
simple concepts. First, that this land
would not have any official church so
designated by an act of the Federal
Government; secondly, that we would
have the maximum of religious liberty
in the United States of America.

Why did so many people come to this
country if not seeking a land where
they could freely exercise their reli-
gious beliefs and where they could ex-
ercise it right next to someone who
might have some differences of faith
but who would have not only a toler-
ance but a respect for those differences;
who would say to one another, you may
have your belief and I may have mine,
and we believe that all men have a
God-given right to acknowledge God
according to the dictates of their own
conscience; worship who, where, or how
they may, and we respect that right,
and we are not offended by the fact
that someone may have a differing reli-
gious belief.

But, Mr. Speaker, it started 36 years
ago that the Supreme Court took that
very plain and simple language, that
very plain and simple meaning, and
they started to twist it, they started to
distort it, they started to make mis-
directed rulings and basically said that
if you are on public property, like a
school, if you are on public property
and you engage in an act of prayer or
other religious expression, that that is
the same as if this Congress had said
that we are going to select for the
American people what their faith must
be. They said basically that an individ-
ual or a group of people coming to-
gether when they are on public prop-
erty is the same as telling people what
their beliefs must be as establishing a
national church, an official religion.
They are not the same thing at all.

But in 1962 the U.S. Supreme Court
ruled that even when, even when stu-
dents voluntarily choose to recite a
prayer together, even when there was
no compulsion that was involved, that
was unconstitutional. And so began the
controversy that has continued for a
generation over voluntary prayer in
public schools.

It has gotten so bad, Mr. Speaker,
that the add-on decisions from the U.S.
Supreme Court just made it worse. For
example, in 1985, and Mr. Speaker, this
was a decision that came from your
home State of Alabama; the State of

Alabama had passed a law that said,
well, the Supreme Court says we can-
not have vocal prayers by groups of
students in public school, but we will
permit students to have a moment of
silence. A moment of silence was per-
mitted by the Alabama law, and in 1985
the United States Supreme Court, just
across the street from the Capitol
building over here, the United States
Supreme Court said permitting a mo-
ment of silence was unconstitutional
because it could be used by students for
silent prayer.

Now I thought the Constitution at
least guaranteed the right to remain
silent, but not if you are using that si-
lence in a school to offer a prayer. That
was the U.S. Supreme Court. That is
part of the warped rulings that have so
twisted the first amendment that peo-
ple cannot recognize the results that
are achieved under it.

In 1992 they said if it is at a public
school graduation, if there is a prayer
there, that was unconstitutional be-
cause, and this case was from Rhode Is-
land and it was a rabbi that was asked
to offer the prayer, but because stu-
dents were expected to be respectful of
the prayer, just as they were expected
to be respectful of the other things
that occurred during the graduation.

Because they were expected to be re-
spectful, the Supreme Court said, oh,
no, having a prayer at graduation of
school; my goodness, that too is uncon-
stitutional because some students
might think that just by being silent,
others may think that they are joining
in the prayer. And therefore to protect
them, no matter what the majority
wants, no matter how it steps upon and
stomps upon the beliefs and the wishes
of other people engaging in free exer-
cise of religion and free speech, the
U.S. Supreme Court said the prayer at
that graduation was unconstitutional.

And there have been other decisions.
In 1980, out of Kentucky, the Supreme
Court ruled that to permit the Ten
Commandments to be posted in a pub-
lic school was unconstitutional.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I know the Ten
Commandments are the basis of our
laws. They are the starting point for
the laws not only in the U.S.A. but in
so much of the entire world, and they
are common to many different cultures
and to different faiths. But the U.S.
Supreme Court said they cannot be put
on the wall of a public school.

And yet here in this House Chamber
I see right before me, right before my
eyes as I face the opposite wall, Mr.
Speaker, is the large bas-relief, the
image, of Moses, the great law giver,
the one who brought the stone tablets
down from Mt. Sinai with the Ten
Commandments written with the fin-
ger of God.

The walls of the Supreme Court have
the Ten Commandments depicted upon
them.

We open sessions of this Congress,
Mr. Speaker, with prayer.

The U.S. Supreme Court opens with
‘‘God save the United States and this
honorable Court.’’

And we have right above your head,
Mr. Speaker, the words that we find on
currency in America, ‘‘In God We
Trust.’’ And do you know that is under
attack? There are people who want to
take that off currency.

And let us take the State of Ohio.
Ohio has a State motto, and it is kind
of akin to ours, of ‘‘In God We Trust.’’
Theirs is, ‘‘With God All Things Are
Possible.’’ They are being sued right
now, Mr. Speaker, to stop that from
happening. They are being sued by
those who say, oh, you cannot say with
God all things are possible in a public
setting that involves public property,
such as the grounds of the State cap-
ital of Ohio or anyplace else where
they may want to put their State
motto.

And the ACLU is suing in West Vir-
ginia to stop prayers at high school
football games, and we have commu-
nities all over the country that have
different suits pending. For example, I
was reading one today, a community
near Kansas City, Missouri, and in that
community one of the emblems on
their city seal is a fish, and the ACLU
is saying oh, my goodness, that is one
of the emblems of the Christian faith,
so let us have it taken off.

Where will this intolerance stop?
When will it end? When will the faith
of the American people be able to be
expressed freely? When will the Su-
preme Court stop things such as this
and their rulings against nativity
scenes, menorahs? Just came down a
number of years ago, came out of Penn-
sylvania, at the courthouse there, I be-
lieve it was Allegheny County in Penn-
sylvania, and they had, among dif-
ferent holiday displays they had a na-
tivity scene, they had a Jewish meno-
rah, they had other things, too. But the
Supreme Court said it is possible to
look at that nativity scene and see it
by itself and not notice the other secu-
lar emblems that might be on display.
And they said if you have a display
such as that, you have to balance it
with Santa Claus, plastic reindeer,
Frosty the Snowman. It is what we call
the plastic reindeer test, except now
the courts, they had a Federal court
ruling in New Jersey just this last De-
cember saying, well, even though you
have balanced a nativity scene with
other secular emblems, Santa, Frosty,
and so forth, no, the nativity scene
still must go because it is too powerful,
and it is more powerful than the secu-
lar emblems.

I am tired of all that. I am tired of
that and so many other cases that I
can describe, whether it be from the
Supreme Court, the Federal appellate
courts or the Federal courts, or wheth-
er it be the intimidation that it creates
where schools say, my goodness, we
have got to really, really stay away
from anything, even if it is legal, be-
cause we do not want to get sued and
we do not want to have these huge
legal bills.

And every year, and it is about this
time that probably there are letters
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going out again that the ACLU and
their fellow believers, I guess, send out
letters to schools saying, ‘‘Don’t you
dare have a prayer at your graduation
unless you want to be sued.’’

I remember the case in Texas, in Gal-
veston, at I believe it was Santa Fe or
Santa Fe Ball High School at Gal-
veston where a Federal judge told
them, ‘‘Well, because of another court
ruling, I’ll let you have a prayer at
graduation if the students insist on it,
but I will have a U.S. marshal there,
and that U.S. marshal will arrest any-
one if they mention the name of Jesus
Christ as part of that prayer.’’
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He said that on the record. There is a

transcript of it that the Federal judge
said that.

Mr. Speaker, I have to come back to
the gentleman’s home State of Ala-
bama. Alabama is suffering under an
order from a Federal judge right now
that was issued last year from Judge
Ira Dement, and Judge Dement’s order
has really taken things to a new
height.

I want to share some of the words
that Judge Dement has written in a
ruling that was issued just a few
months ago, as requested by people
who wanted to stop prayer that they
were still having in some schools in
Alabama in different settings. And this
is what Judge Dement’s order says: He
said, The schools there are perma-
nently enjoined from ‘‘permitting
prayers, biblical and scriptural read-
ings and other presentations or activi-
ties of a religious nature at all school-
sponsored or school-initiated assem-
blies and events, including, but not
limited to, sporting events, regardless
of whether the activity takes place
during instructional time, regardless of
whether attendance is compulsory or
noncompulsory, and regardless of
whether the speaker or presenter is a
student, school official, or nonschool
person.’’

Regardless of the circumstances, at
any time, whether it is during class
time or not class time, whether it is on
the school grounds or off the school
grounds, whether one has to be there as
a student or one does not have to be
there as a student, if there is a prayer
from anyone, the judge said, they are
going to answer to him.

Mr. Speaker, he is not kidding. He
has, at the expense of the school sys-
tem, hired monitors to patrol the
school and the hallways, and they have
had student after student after student
after student be expelled because they
do not believe a Federal judge should
have that much control over their free-
dom of speech and their freedom of re-
ligion. And if a group of students want
to get together and they want to have
a prayer, then why is it that only the
opinion of the one that does not like it
is the one that counts; and the opinions
of those who want to have a prayer,
their opinions are ignored?

Mr. Speaker, in addition to prayer,
we start sessions of this House with the

Pledge of Allegiance to the flag of the
United States of America, and to the
Republic for which it stands, one na-
tion, under God, indivisible, with lib-
erty and justice for all. And Mr. Speak-
er, the Supreme Court made a proper
ruling in relation to the Pledge of Alle-
giance. The case came out of West Vir-
ginia.

The Supreme Court said, no student
can be compelled to say the Pledge of
Allegiance, but they did not give a stu-
dent that did not like it the right to
stop their classmates or censor their
classmates who wanted to say it.

Mr. Speaker, that is the standard we
ought to be applying to school prayer.
Nobody should be forced to participate,
of course not. But that does not give
them the right to show their intoler-
ance by trying to censor their class-
mates that may want to say it.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I will if
the gentleman will let me make one
point first, and that is simply the point
to which I am building, that we have to
do something about it.

We are going to be having a vote in
this House in a month on doing some-
thing about it, and it is called the Reli-
gious Freedom Amendment, to make it
possible for students to have prayer in
public schools, to make it possible for
the Ten Commandments to be dis-
played, to make it possible to have hol-
iday displays, recognizing the religious
traditions or heritage or beliefs of the
people, and to correct the abuses of our
first amendment, the beautiful lan-
guage of the first amendment which
has been corrupted by the Supreme
Court.

I would be happy to yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON).

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

As the gentleman knows, I am a co-
sponsor and have plans to support the
gentleman’s amendment and congratu-
late the gentleman who, over the past
now, 4 years now, correct?

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I believe
it is 3 years. Well, closer to 4 now, the
gentleman is correct.

Mr. KINGSTON. Four years to get
this done, and I do not think anyone
would ever have anticipated how long
it would take to get this to the floor,
particularly when we have so many
Members of Congress on both sides of
the aisle who have sponsored, in some
form or the other, school prayer, vol-
untary school prayer amendments.

I do have a question, though, that
has been raised by some people in my
district that have expressed some con-
cerns, and I think I mentioned some of
them to the gentleman.

In the case of a classroom, as I envi-
sion this, say first period in the morn-
ing, after rollcall, whatever, should a
student lead a school prayer, he or she
would have a right to, after the Reli-
gious Freedom Amendment is adopted
by the requisite number of States, cor-
rect?

Mr. ISTOOK. Yes. This would not
permit government to tell them that
they must pray, it would not permit
government to tell them what the con-
tent of the prayer would be; but abso-
lutely correct, I say to the gentleman,
it would permit students to initiate
prayer as part of their school day when
they start it. Or it might be the school
assembly or it might be a football
game or graduation or some other
school activity. The point is, it would
be a permitted activity, but never com-
pulsory.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, what
would keep a teacher from salting the
group for one particular religion over
the other or encouraging the favor-
itism of one religion over the other?

Mr. ISTOOK. Certainly, Mr. Speaker,
I think that it is interesting that, of
course, people are concerned that we do
not use the pressure or influence of
government to try to tell them what
their faith or what their religion
should be. And, of course, government
might act through Congress, it might
act through a school board, it might
act through a principal or a teacher.
The key there is to make sure that we
reinforce the prohibition on govern-
ment acting to compel anyone to be en-
gaged in any particular religious activ-
ity.

I think the best way that we can
focus upon that is by looking at the
text of the Religious Freedom Amend-
ment, which is the proposed constitu-
tional amendment. Let me share it. I
think the text itself helps to answer
your questions.

The text of the Religious Freedom
Amendment, which is House Joint Res-
olution 78, reads as follows:

To secure the people’s right to acknowl-
edge God according to the dictates of con-
science, neither the United States nor any
State shall establish any official religion.
But the people’s right to pray and to recog-
nize their religious beliefs, heritage or tradi-
tions on public property, including schools,
shall not be infringed. Neither the United
States nor any State shall require any per-
son to join in prayer or other religious activ-
ity, prescribe school prayers, discriminate
against religion, or deny equal access to a
benefit on account of religion.

So we have, several places in the
amendment, placed language meant to
safeguard. For example, we have the
language, ‘‘according to the dictates of
conscience,’’ which parallels language
that is found in a number of State con-
stitutions, to make it clear that the
rights of an individual conscience re-
main inviolate. We do not want to step
upon anyone’s. We have the require-
ment that we do not require any person
to join in prayer or any other religious
activity, and we do not have a govern-
ment prescription that a prayer must
occur, nor what the content should be.

So it really goes back to the prin-
ciple that is followed in schools in so
many other ways, and that is, they pro-
vide students an opportunity to take
turns so that it is not just one type of
prayer or one particular faith’s way of
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saying a prayer that is heard, but dif-
ferent people will have their opportuni-
ties on different occasions.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, let me
ask the gentleman this question, which
is less than friendly.

Mr. ISTOOK. Okay.
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, if we

have a minority religion in a group,
say the predominant members of a
class predominantly are Christian,
Jewish and Muslim, and we have an-
other child out there who is 7 years
old, and we are going around the circle
with the Big 3, but he has some obscure
religion. I do not know what would be
an example; say he is a Zen. How do we
keep that 7- or 8-year-old from being
proselytized by the other religions be-
cause he is going to be a little bit em-
barrassed to stand up for his religion
because of peer pressure? At that age,
nobody has the fervency of their con-
victions, but children know what the
majority is doing and in order to fit in,
often they want to do what it takes to
fit in with the majority.

Mr. ISTOOK. Certainly.
Mr. KINGSTON. So, Mr. Speaker,

they do not have that spiritual matu-
rity that would allow them to tolerate
it and say, well, let us go ahead and
have that person’s prayer today.

How would this deal with that?
Mr. ISTOOK. Sure. Certainly we rec-

ognize that different children will have
different levels of maturity; and it is
not something, of course, when we talk
about people that may feel sometimes
like they are not necessarily part of a
group, it may not be religion. It may
be how people dress, it may be how peo-
ple look, it may be how people talk, it
may be the shoes they wear, it may be
what type of music they choose for lis-
tening. It can be all sorts of things.

I think that we do a disservice if we
say that we know that children are
going to have differences among them
in other respects and that part of
learning and part of growing is under-
standing that there are differences and
learning to cope with those, but if we
set apart religion and say, but if it is a
religious difference, that is somehow a
threatening topic, and that we must
protect children from knowing that
there are some differences.

I think we need to look at the words
of a Supreme Court Justice, Potter
Stewart. I am going to paraphrase him;
I have the exact quote, but not in front
of me.

When he was talking about this dis-
cussion, when he dissented from what
the Supreme Court did, from what his
fellow justices did, and he said several
interesting things. One of them was
that we cannot expect children to learn
about diversity, to learn that different
people will have different beliefs and
different faiths, if we try to isolate
them and shield them from that knowl-
edge until they are adults, as though it
were some type of dangerous activity
or something that is reserved for
adults. If we do that, he says, we will
foster in people the belief that this is

something that is threatening, that it
is something that needs to be pushed
aside and pushed away or kept in a cor-
ner, rather than something that should
be understood.

Basically, we are teaching intoler-
ance at an early age if we tell people it
has to be suppressed rather than re-
spected when they have those dif-
ferences, and that is where the schools
should properly show the proper re-
spect, whether they say, well, different
people have had a chance and this per-
son does it a little differently and we
ought to respect that and learn from it.
That is how we learn tolerance and di-
versity.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, on that
subject, let us say we have somebody
who is a goat worshiper.

Mr. ISTOOK. I am sorry?
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, a goat

worshiper, a devil worshiper or a bi-
zarre type of religion. Now, they want
to have equal time. Do we want our
child in the room when that prayer is
taking place? That would probably, it
might in a Christian parent cause a lit-
tle concern, the same way it would
cause the goat worshiper’s parent to
have concern when the Christian
prayer is going on.

Now, I only say that to the degree
that, as our society gets more and
more diverse, it is reasonable to expect
in a country of 260 million people some
folks who are in a very minority, ex-
treme minority-type religion who pray
perhaps in a bizarre way; and by that I
mean, maybe they do not bow their
heads when they pray, maybe they
scream or something. And I am only
phrasing this question in a hypo-
thetical right now, but it is still very
possible for some fringe religions to get
under the Religious Freedom Amend-
ment equal time in the classroom, so
to speak, and it is fair, the way the
gentleman has bent over backwards to
draw this thing so fair that it will hap-
pen.

How does the gentleman answer
those concerns?
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Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I think

the first thing of course that we all
need is perspective on it, because fre-
quently I find that some people want to
construct what they think is a trap.
They will first say, oh, the Religious
Freedom Amendment is only meant to
enthrone the rights and the beliefs of a
majority of Americans, and therefore
to suppress those who may not be
among the majority in their beliefs.
They are wrong in what they assert be-
cause obviously we are trying to be
evenhanded.

Then they take the other side of the
argument and they say, oh, well, if
that is the case then it is also bad be-
cause there may be some people, such
as the gentleman described, whose
practices are distasteful to others.
And, therefore, they say no matter
which way we go, they are against it.

The real agenda of course of such per-
sons is they just are not tolerant to-

ward other people’s faith in prayer,
whether in the minority or majority.
But in a situation such as the gen-
tleman described, the perspective to
understand is that there may be some
very rare and isolated occasions when
someone may wish to offer a prayer
that others will find distasteful. But
should we say that because there will
be very, very rare occasions of that,
therefore we must suppress and stifle
and censor the millions and millions of
positive, uplifting prayers of hope, of
vision, of seeking for faith and seeking
for guidance in the day?

It is sort of like having free speech in
our society. In fact, it is a parallel to
free speech in our society. We all rec-
ognize that part of the price of free
speech is there will be occasions when
someone does not go into the bounds of
pornography, which is illegal, but does
get into the bounds of tastelessness
and offensive speech that nevertheless
we recognize is protected.

The same is true of religious expres-
sion. And I would submit that actually
the cases such as the gentleman has de-
scribed of someone who has something
that is distasteful to others, and of
course they can choose if they wish, if
something is that distasteful to them,
if they want to leave the room or some-
thing that is fine. Like I say, it would
be a very, very, very rare occasion.

But those cases usually have already
been protected by Supreme Court deci-
sions. There is one, for example, pro-
tecting the Santeria religion that in-
volves animal sacrifice. I believe the
case involved the City of Hialeah,
which said a community could not out-
law the way they were killing animals
as part of their sacrificial rituals be-
cause that was protected by freedom of
religion. That is under the First
Amendment as it is now.

But the same Supreme Court does
not wish to protect majority faiths.
They have ruled against a cross, for ex-
ample, in a city park in San Francisco
that has been there for 65 years. They
say that has to come down, a cross
being included among numerous sym-
bols on the seal of the City of Edmond,
Oklahoma, in my district, similar rul-
ings in Oregon and Hawaii, in Stowe,
Ohio, against the inclusion of a Chris-
tian emblem among multiple other em-
blems and they say that is unconstitu-
tional, yet that same Supreme Court
has said that a Nazi swastika is con-
stitutionally protected. That was in a
case in Skokie, Illinois, where the
American Nazis were walking through
the street with the swastika and the
Court ruled that the symbol of hate is
constitutional, but the symbol of hope
is unconstitutional.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, there
is no doubt in my mind that there is a
special place in hell for a number of
Federal court judges, as I am sure
there will be for Members of Congress.

Mr. ISTOOK. Let us hope that there
are some special places above for many
of us as well.
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Mr. KINGSTON. Probably plenty of

room for judges and congressmen and
many others.

Who will decide if the school puts up
the Ten Commandments or the Articles
of Goat Worship? The reason I ask
that, yesterday I was at the dedication
of the Coastal Middle School in Savan-
nah, Georgia. I was at the dedication of
the Freedom Shrine, which the Chat-
ham County Exchange Club has given
to many, many schools, and it is a
great thing and it has the Constitu-
tion, the Declaration of Independence,
George Washington Inaugural Address
and all sorts of good documents of
American history. And as I was looking
at the Freedom Shrine I was wondering
how do they decide which documents
go? Do you put the Gettysburg Address
in there or Lincoln’s second inaugural
speech?

Mr. ISTOOK. A beautiful, moving
document.

Mr. KINGSTON. Yes, so those judg-
ments have to be made, and the Chat-
ham County Exchange Club does that.
I do not know how they do that, but
they do it. But who decides if the Ten
Commandments gets put on the wall or
the Articles of Goat Worship?

Mr. ISTOOK. I think this is an inter-
esting question, and I think that the
issue is really freedom. Frankly, that
it is not our job to make those deci-
sions from Washington, D.C. Those de-
cisions for a local community can be
made in a local community, so long as
they are not trying to establish or en-
dorse a particular or official religion.
So I do not think that the Congress of
the United States should even attempt,
and I do not think it is our place to try
to say court houses in Georgia, in Colo-
rado, in Alabama, in Oklahoma, in
California, or any place else for the
United States Congress to establish the
standards of what can be put on the
walls of county court houses or city
halls all around the country, nor do I
think it is the role of the U.S. Supreme
Court.

In other words, we have bodies that
make those decisions right now. People
made the decision what art work is
going to hang in the Chamber of this
Congress. That decision included the
visage of Moses and there are also the
images of a couple of popes, as I am
sure the gentleman is probably well
aware, among people with legislative
or legal significance.

So when we are asked the question
who decides, I think that is going to be
basically an issue of who is involved in
that community or in that State, if it
may be a decision that involves the
State facility, and of course then when
it becomes a national facility, we have
the Ten Commandments depicted in
the U.S. Supreme Court Chambers, and
that is a decision for the U.S. Supreme
Court. What is in the Chambers of Con-
gress is a decision for Congress. We
have different Federal agencies, State
agencies and local ones.

I think what we have to do is get
away from this ‘‘big brother’’ notion

that says that the Supreme Court is
the fount of all wisdom and it should
describe standards and everyone else
has to follow those standards before
they can hang something on the wall.
The test should not be whether we have
hung something on the wall which ev-
eryone likes or some people like and
others do not like. The test should be
did we actually take some action that
truly tries to make people follow a
faith selected for them as opposed to
choosing to put up something that was
significant to the religious traditions,
heritage or beliefs of that particular
community, which obviously will differ
in some places around the country.
That is called diversity.

What we have to do is to get away
from this terribly false politically cor-
rect notion that we cannot do anything
unless everybody agrees. If we are told
that if we say or do something which
may give offense to another, and the
problem may be in their thin skin, not
in what we set out to do or to express,
but if we are told that only if every-
body agrees with something that is the
only circumstance when we can utter
it, that is a totally false standard.
That flies in the face of the concept of
freedom. It flies in the face of free reli-
gion, it flies in the face of free speech,
and yet that is increasingly what we
are being told that everyone, everyone
must stifle and suppress their religious
expression and their religious beliefs
and accept muzzling and censorship of
it just to make sure that there is not
one person sitting there that chooses
to take offense.

It is about time that we understand
that the intolerance frequently is not
on the part of someone that is voicing
a religious opinion. The intolerance is
on the part of the one who wants to
shut them up.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, let me ask the
gentleman this question. This is en-
dorsed by a number of Christian
groups.

Mr. ISTOOK. And those of many
other faiths as well.

Mr. KINGSTON. The gentleman has
worked hard with such groups. Can the
gentleman tell me the non-Christian
groups who are supporting this?

Mr. ISTOOK. I do not have the full
list with me, but for example we have
an organization of Jewish rabbis which
is called Toward Tradition.

Mr. KINGSTON. Is the Jewish rabbi
group, is this a large group or an out-
sider group?

Mr. ISTOOK. I do not know the ac-
tual number of how many hundreds or
thousands of rabbis are in this particu-
lar organization. It is a national orga-
nization of rabbis. The American Con-
ference of Jews and Blacks, the Amer-
ican Muslim Network, those are some
of the non-Christian groups. And of
course there are many that are Chris-
tian groups, and we would expect that
of course because that is the faith of
most Americans.

Mr. KINGSTON. Does this religious
freedom amendment have a web page, a
freestanding web page?

Mr. ISTOOK. It certainly does.
Mr. KINGSTON. Because I think if

people want to have some of these
questions answered, and I know the
gauntlet the gentleman has gone
through in the last four years, having
answered just about every question
that has ever been raised on this, but
not everybody has heard the questions
or the answers.

How do they find this out? How do
they find out some non-Christian
groups that are endorsing it?

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I very
much appreciate the reference there.
The web page that we have established
for reference is
religiousfreedom.house.gov., and I
should caution people, do not put a
www in front of it, or they will get a
totally different web page. But it is
religiousfreedom, all one word,
religiousfreedom.house.gov.

There, as the gentleman is aware and
I appreciate him pointing it out, we
have a wealth of information. Detailed
legal analysis and going through dif-
ferent Supreme Court decisions and
other decisions and citing this. Copies
of many of the endorsement letters
that we have received. Papers discuss-
ing how does this fit in with the notion
of separation of church and State. How
does it fit in with the claims different
people make about well are we a cap-
tive audience to this? All of these dif-
ferent questions that are sometimes
posed are discussed and answered at
that web site. So it is a great resource
that people can utilize to get more in-
formation. We even have made it easy
for people to download and if they want
to copy and distribute documents as
handouts to other people, it is a very
useful place.

Mr. KINGSTON. If they have a par-
ticular question, they should first
search the web page and then if they
cannot find their question and answer
they need to contact the office of the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
ISTOOK).

Mr. ISTOOK. Correct. And we have
an e-mail set up on the web page for
that.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, could
the gentleman give his address for peo-
ple who do not have computers.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mailing address? Cer-
tainly. They can reach me, and the last
name is spelled I-S-T-O-O-K, Congress-
man Istook at 119 Cannon House Office
Building, Washington, D.C. 20515.

I would like to take a moment to
mention a couple of other aspects
about the religious freedom amend-
ment because as the gentleman from
Georgia knows, this has not been a
lightly pursued undertaking. It is only
because it has been 36 years now since
the Supreme Court rendered its origi-
nal decision suppressing prayer in so
many circumstances in public schools
and all the other approaches have basi-
cally been tried and exhausted and the
route of the constitutional amendment
is the only one left to be workable.

But we have tried to make sure as we
mentioned before, frankly. There is
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more language here to safeguard
against any effort at government con-
trol of religion, there is more text in
the amendment devoted to those safe-
guards than there are to express that
students should have the right to pray
in public schools and that the religious
traditions or heritage or beliefs should
be something that could be freely ex-
pressed.

I, like so many other parents with
children in public school, have gotten
sick of looking at all the times when
we go to school, we think it is going to
be a special occasion, maybe it is a spe-
cial school activity or pageant in De-
cember. They have the school choir and
we say, well, they are going to sing
some different holiday songs. We hear
‘‘Here Comes Santa Claus’’ and ‘‘Walk-
ing in a Winter Wonderland’’ and ‘‘ Ru-
dolph and ‘‘Frosty the Snowman,’’ but
we do not hear ‘‘Silent Night’’ or ‘‘O
Come All Ye Faithful’’ or Jewish
Chanukkah songs, and it is because of
the fear of lawsuits and in some cases
actual court decisions that have gone
that far.

The U.S. Post Office a couple of years
ago took down the banners that said
Happy Chanukkah or Merry Christmas
in the Post Office.
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They will not let those be displayed
anymore. They had to fight with some
people to keep issuing the Christmas
holiday stamps.

Take the Internal Revenue Service.
One of its big offices in California
issued an edict to all of their workers
saying, on your own desk and in your
personal work space, you cannot have
any type of religious item or symbol. It
might have been a Bible. It could have
been a Star of David. It could have
been a little nativity scene, a picture
of Christ. Whatever it was, they said
those were taboo. They cannot be there
on your own desk.

I wrote the IRS, and I have said, why
have you done this? They sent back a
letter to me. They said items which are
considered intrusive, such as religious
items or sexually suggestive cartoons
or calendars must be prohibited. That
was their full description of the re-
stricted items, a religious item or
something that is sexually suggestive.

Mr. KINGSTON. This was the IRS?
Mr. ISTOOK. This was the Internal

Revenue Service.
Mr. KINGSTON. They are doing such

a good job on tax simplification and
tax clarity that they have enough time
to worry about something that is offen-
sive.

Mr. ISTOOK. Yes. The ones that they
categorize as offensive, if it is a reli-
gious symbol or if it is sexually sugges-
tive or pornographic. But do you see
the connection? Why do they lump a
religious item or symbol in the cat-
egory of things that are offensive to
people? That is exactly what they have
done. They treat it as something that
is suspect or something that is dan-
gerous, which is wrong to do.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the IRS is crack-
ing down on people posting things that
are offensive to most people, then obvi-
ously, you cannot put up an IRS sign,
because that is far more offensive than
most of the other items that they are
talking about.

Mr. ISTOOK. Maybe they should have
banned an emblem of the IRS itself
since that is, as you point out, offen-
sive to many people.

But that is such a dangerous trend.
But you see, it is not only the IRS. If
you read the Supreme Court decision in
the case of Lee v. Weisman, that is the
graduation prayer case, in it, Justice
Kennedy, writing on behalf of the Su-
preme Court, says, Assuming as we
must that the prayer which the rabbi
offered at the graduation was offensive,
so the Supreme Court said we must as-
sume that a prayer at a public school
graduation is an offensive act. Four of
the justices disagreed. It was a 5 to 4
decision.

Mr. KINGSTON. What year was this?
Mr. ISTOOK. This was 1992. In this

particular case, and I would like to
read something from the words of the
justices who disagreed with what their
brethren on the court had done. The
four justices who dissented from this
were Scalia, Thomas, Rehnquist, and
White. Let me read what they said.
This goes back to something that the
gentleman from Georgia asked before
about what happens when we are able
to recognize, yes, we have got some dif-
ferences of opinion among religion, and
it is not a threat to anyone.

This is what those four justices,
Scalia, Rehnquist, White and Thomas
wrote in their dissent in Lee v.
Weisman, and I quote now their words:
‘‘Nothing, absolutely nothing is so in-
clined to foster among religious believ-
ers of various faiths a toleration, no,
an affection for one another than vol-
untarily joining in prayer together to
the God whom they all worship and
seek. Needless to say, no one should be
compelled to do that. But it is a shame
to deprive our public culture of the op-
portunity and, indeed, the encourage-
ment for people to do it voluntarily.
The Baptist or Catholic who heard and
joined in the simple and inspiring pray-
ers of Rabbi Gutterman on this occa-
sion was inoculated from religious big-
otry and prejudice in a manner that
cannot be replicated. To deprive our so-
ciety of that important unifying mech-
anism in order to spare the nonbeliever
what seems to be the minimal incon-
venience of standing or even sitting in
respectful nonparticipation is as sense-
less in policy as it is unsupportable in
law.’’

So they were talking about what we
were discussing before, that the act of
people of different faiths sharing a
common respectful experience creates,
as they said, not just a toleration, but
an affection for one another and an ap-
preciation of what we have in common,
because it emphasizes the things which
we share, rather than emphasizing the
ways in which we differ.

Mr. KINGSTON. Now, I want to ask
another question, though. You say in
some of your frequently asked ques-
tions that the Religious Freedom
Amendment does not permit teachers
or any other agent of the government
to proselytize or to dictate that any
person must join in prayer or to pre-
scribe what prayer should be said.
Where is that wording in here?

Then what would keep the teacher
from praying?

Mr. ISTOOK. What we have here is a
clear requirement, because a teacher,
of course, as any person who is part of
local government, is considered an
agent of State government. That is a
binding rule of law. Local government
is a subset of State government. So
when we say, ‘‘Neither the United
States nor any State shall require any
person to join in prayer or other reli-
gious activity,’’ you are saying that no
agent of government can dictate to
people you have got to pray or we are
going to pressure you to participate in
some sort of religious activity. That is
to avoid just trying to get people to
join in the prayer if they may not want
to do so, but trying to make sure that
you are also not trying to push them
into any other type of religious activ-
ity. So we have tried to make sure that
we cover that as well as other concerns
of people with that language.

Mr. KINGSTON. But that would
mean you could have prayer which is
not student led. You could have teach-
er-led prayer.

Mr. ISTOOK. You can have the ini-
tiative for prayer that must come, not
from government, but from the stu-
dents, because following that, we have
the requirement that it says, ‘‘Govern-
ment shall not prescribe school pray-
ers.’’ That means two things. You do
not prescribe or dictate that they must
occur. Secondly, you do not prescribe
or select the content of those prayers.

Is it possible, for example, let us take
a case such as the graduation case in
Rhode Island, the Lee v. Weisman case,
Rabbi Leslie Gutterman was invited to
offer the prayer. Should students, on
some occasion, invite someone else to
join the prayer? Yes. That could be per-
mitted. But the initiative must come
from the students, not from govern-
ment.

Let me tell you a personal story that
relates to that, because I recall, in 1963,
when I was a student in junior high
school in Fort Worth, Texas. That day,
our whole school had let out briefly to
walk down to the highway to see the
motorcade where the President of the
United States was passing by as he was
going to downtown Fort Worth to
Carswell Air Force Base and passing
our community to do so to get on to
Airforce One and make a quick hop
over to Dallas where he was shot and
killed. That was November 22nd, 1963. I
recall, of course, we had just seen the
President that morning, the shock as
the first, the rumors and then the con-
firmation spread through the school.

You can imagine, of course, as from
your own experiences, because we are
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of the generation where everybody
knows where they were the day that
John F. Kennedy was assassinated, and
I recall on that occasion, despite what
the Supreme Court had ruled just the
year before, and I cannot tell you to
this day who offered it, but the whole
school shared in the prayer over the
school intercom.

If you took the case today and the
order that Judge Dement has issued in
the State of Alabama, whoever offered
that prayer could be put in prison
under the judge’s order. So we need to
recognize that there are extraordinary
circumstances, and there are extraor-
dinary deeds, and there are times that
we need to reinforce the common
bonds, just as these four justices said
in their dissent, that we need to rein-
force those common bonds.

Mr. KINGSTON. Okay. So let us say
under an order, a typical American
schoolroom right now, the difference
that this would make is that, at some
point in the day, the students could
ask to pray, be it at the homeroom, or
would they have to go to a separate
room and take the time off of recess or
whatever, because it would appear to
me there could be scheduling problems,
something mundane and routine.

Mr. ISTOOK. That is not the job or
the responsibility of the Congress of
the United States or the Supreme
Court to decide what should be the
scheduling of a public school if a school
chooses to make an opportunity during
homeroom time or at school assemblies
or whatever it may be, depending upon
what are the wishes of the people that
are involved there.

You see, unfortunately some people
have gotten so accustomed to a system
where people say Washington, D.C. is
going to tell us how to do everything,
that we have to get all the details and
all the instructions and all the fine
print out of Washington, D.C. That is
contrary to the notion of freedom. It is
contrary to the notion of federalism
that says the Federal Government is
intended to be a government of limited
powers.

So it is not for us to decide or dictate
how a particular school or State may
implement different things. It is mere-
ly for us to enunciate the standards.
That is the purpose of the Constitu-
tion.

Mr. KINGSTON. But should a child
go to see the teacher and say, all right,
I would like to say a prayer, my dad is
in the hospital right now; the teacher
says, that is fine, Johnny, but we are
going to call roll, and we are going to
go to our math class, and we are going
to follow that with English and social
studies and lunch, and then we are
going to go home. There is no time.

So what does Johnny do, say you are
infringing on my religion? The teacher
may say, no, you can pray, but we do
not have time. The constitutional
amendment does not require that I give
you a set time. Now, Ms. Jones down
the hall, it is okay with her to have 30
seconds out in the morning.

Mr. ISTOOK. I think that the dissent
into that minutia or trivia is not the
intent of any constitutional amend-
ment. For example, we have many
rights that the U.S. Constitution ex-
presses in absolute terms. Let us take
free speech. The Constitution says that
we have the right to free speech. It is
in the First Amendment. It does not
say there are any limits whatsoever on
it.

But right now, if a student does not
like what is going on in social studies,
they can not insist, oh, I am going to
start talking about math or English or
some other topic. You still have re-
quirements for orderly behavior,
whether it be free speech or whether it
be someone that might be wishing an
opportunity to have a prayer at public
school.

The courts have recognized that
there are time, place, and cir-
cumstance requirements of reason. By
the same token, free speech is not ab-
solute, because obscenity, pornography
are not protected by free speech. The
right of free speech does not give some-
one the right to libel or slander some-
one without bearing legal responsibil-
ity for the results of that act.

Mr. KINGSTON. Even in this Cham-
ber, we cannot say everything that we
sometimes want to.

Mr. ISTOOK. We have rules in this
Chamber, you are correct. I was going
to mention another important one.

Free speech does not give someone
the ability to incite people to engage
in violent acts or to overthrow of the
government. Yet, the First Amend-
ment says simply that we have free
speech, that Congress shall not abridge
free speech. Those things are not con-
sidered abridgements.

So, too, when you say the people,
under the Religious Freedom Amend-
ment, have the right to pray, it does
not mean that a child has the ability
to interrupt a class whenever they may
want to because they say, I can only
interrupt regardless of the time or
place or circumstance to offer a prayer.
You have the same reasonable require-
ments to keep things orderly that are
understood as the courts have clearly
held in a multitude of decisions that
relate to public schools.
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So that, I think, is the best answer
we can give to the question that the
gentleman posed when someone says,
well, gee, if I cannot do what I want to
do and to do it right now, that my con-
stitutional rights are being infringed
upon. I do not think we want to teach
our kids that and certainly the Reli-
gious Freedom Amendment would not
do that.

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me ask the gen-
tleman this. Some of the critics feel
that right wing Christian extremists
are pushing this. And I have seen lit-
erature that labels groups who advo-
cate this amendment.

Mr. ISTOOK. And they probably la-
beled the gentleman, who is one of the

cosponsors, as a right wing religious
extremist. Of course, they are wrong on
that.

Mr. KINGSTON. That would not be
the first time. The question, though,
this is a constitutional amendment.
Therefore, it has to pass this House by
290 votes.

Mr. ISTOOK. Yes, by 290 votes. By
two-thirds of those who vote. If every-
body votes, it would be 290.

Mr. KINGSTON. Now, the gentleman
has 152 co-sponsors.

Mr. ISTOOK. Approximately that
number; correct.

Mr. KINGSTON. And there are people
who will support this but will not co-
sponsor it.

Mr. ISTOOK. Correct.
Mr. KINGSTON. But it would appear

to me the gap between 152 and 290 is
still a large one.

Mr. ISTOOK. That is typical, of
course, because most pieces of legisla-
tion have far fewer co-sponsors than
they do have people who actually vote
for them.

Mr. KINGSTON. And if people want
to find out if their Representative is a
co-sponsor, they can go to that Web
page.

Mr. ISTOOK. They can go to the Web
page and we have that information for
them there.

Mr. KINGSTON. Now, should this
pass the House, it has to get 60 votes in
the Senate.

Mr. ISTOOK. Here is the require-
ment, for this or any other constitu-
tional amendment. The requirement
that is set forth, in I think either arti-
cle 5 or 6 of the Constitution, sets up
the way that the Constitution is
amended.

Now, the way the Supreme Court
does it, they issue a ruling which bends
or twists or distorts or breaks the Con-
stitution, and then we have to go
through this process to correct it. So
the way the Founding Fathers intended
is, we have to have a vote on a con-
stitutional amendment that is ap-
proved by two-thirds of the House and
by two-thirds of the Senate and then is
ratified by three fourths of the State
legislatures.

Now, it is important to note that in
the process of ratifying it, we do not
need a two-thirds vote within a State
legislature. We only need a simple ma-
jority. But we have to have the simple
majority from three-fourths.

It is also important to note the
President of the United States and the
governors of the several States do not
have any formal or official role in any
constitutional amendment. It is some-
thing that is done through the legisla-
tive bodies, both in the Congress and in
the State legislatures. And the Reli-
gious Freedom Amendment specifies a
period of 7 years for the States to con-
sider ratification of this.

Mr. KINGSTON. Does the gentleman
have a similar piece of legislation
being introduced and worked in the
Senate?

Mr. ISTOOK. Our intent is first to
have the House vote, which will create
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the incentive for the Senate vote. And
there are multiple Members of the Sen-
ate who are potential principal spon-
sors in the other body.

Mr. KINGSTON. But the reality is
this has a long, long way to go. As far
as the gentleman from Oklahoma has
gone with it, he is only at the starting
gate still.

Mr. ISTOOK. But we are at a key po-
sition, because this amendment has
been approved by the Subcommittee on
the Constitution of the Committee on
the Judiciary, and approved by the
House Committee on the Judiciary.
That is the first time a committee of
this House has ever approved an
amendment on voluntary school pray-
er. Only one other time, in 1971, did we
have a vote in this body on such a pro-
posal, and that was done with a mecha-
nism that bypassed the committee
process.

So even though, as the gentleman
correctly notes, the Constitution es-
tablishes a deliberately difficult proc-
ess for any constitutional amendment,
we have come through the necessary
stages to bring it to a vote in this
House. And it will be the first vote in
this body since 1971.

And that is something that, frankly,
ought to embarrass the many Con-
gresses that have met year after year
since then. Because if we look at public
opinion polls since 1962, consistently
three-fourths of the American people
say we want a constitutional amend-
ment to make it possible to have vol-
untary prayer in public schools again.
Not compulsory, but not with the kind
of restrictions they put on efforts to
have prayer in public schools today. So
it is long overdue for this body to act.

And I want to make note, too, that
this is what has happened before, when
the U.S. Supreme Court went in one di-
rection and the Congress and the
American people said it is the wrong
direction. The most prominent of the
constitutional amendments that have
been adopted to correct the Supreme
Court was the 13th amendment to abol-
ish slavery, because the Supreme Court
in the Dred Scott decision had said
Congress and the States do not have
the power and do not have the right to
abolish slavery. That took a constitu-
tional amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the time
and the opportunity this evening to ad-
dress this important issue to restore
the full range of religious freedom that
the Founding Fathers intended; that
the first amendment in its simple
terms was meant to represent before it
was twisted, unfortunately, by the
court decisions. And I certainly look
forward to the vote that we will be
having in this House in a month, and I
hope that the citizens who are rep-
resented by the Members of this Con-
gress will talk to the Members of this
Congress and tell them that they need
to be supporting the religious freedom
amendment.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. DIXON (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for today, on account of medi-
cal reasons.

Mr. DOYLE (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today, on account of
family illness.

Mr. MCHUGH (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today after 2 p.m., on ac-
count of official business.

Mr. PARKER (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today and the balance of
the week, on account of attending a fu-
neral.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. STENHOLM) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. BONIOR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BENTSEN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MCGOVERN, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. CARSON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. STENHOLM, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DOGGETT, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. CONYERS, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. PAPPAS) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. BRADY, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MICA, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. FOLEY, for 5 minutes, today.

f

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. STENHOLM) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. KIND.
Mr. ORTIZ.
Mr. MILLER of California.
Mr. BAESLER.
Mr. MCGOVERN.
Mr. BENTSEN.
Mr. BOYD.
Mr. CUMMINGS.
Mr. LIPINSKI.
Mr. KUCINICH.
Mr. LEVIN, in two instances.
Ms. STABENOW.
Mr. ALLEN.
Mr. TOWNS.
Ms. LOFGREN.
Mr. BLAGOJEVICH.
Mr. MANTON.
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas.
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. PAPPAS) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. GEKAS.
Mr. DAVIS of Virginia, in two in-

stances.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma.
Mr. COLLINS.
Mr. EHRLICH.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas.
Mr. BONILLA.
Mr. SMITH of Michigan.
Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado.
Mr. KNOLLENBERG.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. ROHRABACHER) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. HAMILTON.
Mr. MATSUI.
Mr. PACKARD.
Mr. GINGRICH.
Mr. LANTOS.
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD.
Mr. GORDON.
Mr. CRANE.
Mr. GEKAS.
Mr. BLAGOJEVICH.
Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania.
Mr. SMITH of Oregon.
Mr. LOBIONDO.
Mr. CONYERS.
Mr. ALLEN.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 7 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order the House ad-
journed until Monday, May 11, 1998, at
2 p.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

9006. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Marketing Order
Regulating the Handling of Spearmint Oil
Produced in the Far West; Revision of the
Salable Quantity and Allotment Percentage
for Class 3 (Native) Spearmint Oil for the
1997–1998 Marketing Year [FV98–985–2 IFR]
received May 4, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

9007. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, transmitting the Serv-
ice’s final rule—Pine Shoot Beetle; Quar-
antined Areas [Docket No. 97–100–2] received
May 6, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Agriculture.

9008. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Peroxyacetic
Acid; Exemption From the Requirement of a
Tolerance [OPP–300654; FRL–5789–3] (RIN:
2070–AB78) received May 5, 1998, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

9009. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Hydrogen Per-
oxide; Exemption from the Requirement of a
Tolerance [OPP–300655; FRL–5789–4] (RIN:
2070–AB78) received May 5, 1998, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

9010. A letter from the Administrator,
Farm Service Agency, transmitting the
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